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Many students with emotional or behavioral disorders (EBD) display both learning and behavioral problems that
make it difficult for teachers to provide effective instruction. In turn, a lack of exposure to effective instruction con-
tributes to poor academic and behavioral outcomes. In this article, the authors argue that the interaction between the
learning and behavior problems of students with EBD is complex and likely characterized by multiple influences,
including classroom contextual factors. The authors detail (a) ways that teacher instructional behaviors and classroom
contexts may contribute to the relationship between learning and behavior problems of students with EBD and
(b) assessment procedures helpful for measuring classroom contextual variables. Implications for future research are
discussed, including using data gleaned from applied research to inform future randomized clinical trials examining

classroom-based interventions for students with EBD.
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tudents with emotional or behavioral disorders

(EBD) exhibit learning problems and behavioral
deficits (Kauffman, 2005). For example, Greenbaum
et al. (1996) found that the percentage of children with
EBD who were reading below grade level increased
from 54% to 85% across their study’s 7-year span.
Nelson, Benner, Lane, and Smith (2004) reported that
83% of their study’s sample of children with EBD
scored below the norm group on a standardized mea-
sure of reading skill. Consequently, students with EBD
make much less academic progress than either their
nondisabled peers or those with learning disabilities
(Anderson, Kutash, & Duchnowski, 2001). For
example, the meta-analysis by Reid, Gonzalez,
Nordness, Trout, and Epstein (2004) of 25 studies,
which compared the academic achievement of

students with EBD and typically developing same-
age peers, found an effect size of .69 favoring typi-
cally developing students. This pattern held across all
academic subject areas.

The dual deficits of learning and behavior prob-
lems may make it difficult for practitioners to provide
effective instruction. On one hand, the typical EBD
student’s academic problems can be so substantial as
to require intensive remediation. On the other hand,
the student’s lack of motivation, frequent disruptions,
and aggressive behavior can overwhelm a teacher’s
attempts to provide such instruction, especially within
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a classroom context where multiple students present
multiple academic and behavioral needs.

Traditionally, both researchers and practitioners
have focused their intervention efforts on EBD students’
disruptive behaviors and social skills deficits.
However, the poor academic progress displayed by
students with EBD, as well as the bleak postschool
outcomes associated with the resulting school failure—
for example, unemployment, mental health issues,
high rates of incarceration, and poor social support
(Bradley, Henderson, & Monfore, 2004; U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, 1999)—
have led to an increasing focus on academic deficits
(e.g., Lane, 2004).

Yet exclusive efforts to bolster EBD students’ aca-
demic skills may be misplaced and may not lead to
long-term gains in either their academic achievement
or behavior. That is, an either—or choice may be a false
dichotomy. Instead, it may be important for practition-
ers to focus their intervention efforts on both the aca-
demic and behavioral deficits of students with EBD
because (a) a multitude of factors influence the social
and emotional development and the academic develop-
ment of students with EBD (Farmer, Quinn, Hussey, &
Holohan, 2001) and (b) there is inconsistent evidence
about the directionality of effects between learning and
behavior problems. Consequently, understanding the
impact of various factors (e.g., instructional delivery,
classroom contexts, etc.) on academic achievement
and behavior remains difficult.

Our article has four purposes. First, we review
research examining the relationship between learning
and behavior problems. Second, we discuss classroom
contextual factors, including teacher instructional
behavior, that might influence the relationship between
academic failure and problem behavior. Third, we dis-
cuss assessment procedures currently available that can
help describe classroom contexts, followed by a brief
description of how these assessments may help identify
factors that can influence a treatment’s effectiveness.
Last, we discuss implications for research, with a spe-
cific focus on important outcomes for future research.

The Relationship Between Academic
and Behavior Problems

The research literature consistently supports a
co-occurrence between academic failure and problem
behavior (e.g., Hinshaw, 1992). Establishing the
directionality of the relationship between learning
and behavior problems has been of interest to the

research community for several decades. Some stud-
ies point to the influence of students’ behavior on
their learning problems, whereas others point to the
influence of students’ learning problems on their
behavior. For example, after statistically controlling
for differences in prior achievement, Chen, Rubin,
and Li (1997) found that fourth-grade students who
were aggressive and disruptive displayed lower aca-
demic achievement in sixth grade than did fourth-grade
students who were not displaying these behaviors.
Similarly, Masten et al. (1995) found that problem
behavior in late childhood predicted academic achieve-
ment in late adolescence. On the other hand, Jorm,
Share, Matthews, and Maclean (1986) found that
children with reading problems were more likely to
demonstrate antisocial behavior than were students
without reading problems by the end of Grade 1 and
in Grade 2, even though there were no differences in
antisocial behavior between children with and with-
out reading problems in kindergarten. McGee, Williams,
Share, Anderson, and Silva (1986) found that for
students with reading problems, their frequency of
problem behaviors increased more quickly between
ages 5 and 9 than for students without reading prob-
lems. These studies are just a few examples of con-
tinued work in this area to predict patterns of influence
between students’ learning and behavior problems.

Why might there be a relationship between learn-
ing and behavior problems, and why have researchers
been unable to establish the directionality of this rela-
tionship? Miles and Stipek (2006) describe two dif-
fering theoretical explanations that point to the
bidirectional influence of learning and behavior over
time. The first is based on the notion that aggression
results from the frustration students feel when faced
with academic failure. Because it may take time for a
child’s academic experiences to stabilize or become
consistent enough to begin to affect his or her feelings
about the task demands, it may take a while before
the child grows frustrated enough to begin avoiding
academic tasks through acting-out behaviors (Chapman,
Tunmer, & Prochnow, 2000). The second explanation
is based on the idea of emerging normative compar-
isons. Here, as students grow older they become
increasingly more aware of their abilities and perfor-
mances in comparison to their peers. Those noticing
that they are far behind their peers may become embar-
rassed by their failures, leading to negative emotions
that may set the stage for increased problem behavior.
In either account, some time may pass before acade-
mic problems begin to negatively affect children’s class-
room behavior and vice versa.



Findings from at least three recent studies support
the hypothesis that the relationship between learning
and behavior problems is developmental in nature. In
the first study, Miles and Stipek (2006) found that
aggression and literacy were not associated in kinder-
garten and first grade. However, an association devel-
oped over time, leading to significant associations in
both third and fifth grades. These researchers also
found that, even when holding initial levels of aggres-
sion constant, literacy in the first and third grades
predicted aggression in the third and fifth grades,
respectively, providing support for the developmental
hypothesis that reading problems might contribute to
aggression through children’s increased awareness of
social comparisons as they progress in school, in con-
junction with increasingly difficult task demands in
upper grades.

In the second study, Trzesniewski, Moffitt, Caspi,
Taylor, and Maughan (2006) suggest that learning and
behavior problems are not causally related but may in
fact result from a common developmental antecedent.
Using a twin-study design, these researchers found that
a combination of environmental influences (e.g.,
socioeconomic status, maternal depression, growing up
in a stimulating environment) had a significant effect on
the association between reading problems and antiso-
cial behavior. For example, a significant amount of
common variance between reading problems and anti-
social behavior was accounted for by “growing up in a
stimulating environment,” and this variable reduced the
strength of the association between reading achieve-
ment and antisocial behavior. These authors note that
the reciprocal influences of learning and behavior prob-
lems over time are suggested by the influence of the
child’s environment. They write, “The development of
reading achievement and antisocial behavior are inter-
twined: as one changes, so does the other” (p. 83).

In the third study, Morgan, Farkas, Tufis, and
Sperling (in press) found that, after statistically con-
trolling for a wide range of potential confounds,
children with reading problems in first grade were
more likely to display poor task engagement, poor
self-control, externalizing behavior problems, and
internalizing behavior problems in third grade. For
example, first-grade children who were poor readers
were twice as likely to be task avoidant in third grade
as were first-grade children who were not poor read-
ers. At the same time, these authors also found that
children displaying poor task engagement in first
grade were more likely to experience reading prob-
lems in third grade. Here, first-grade children who
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were task avoidant were three times as likely to be poor
readers in third grade as were first-grade children who
were not task avoidant. After statistically controlling
for poor attention, children who exhibited poor self-
control, poor interpersonal skills, externalizing prob-
lem behaviors, or internalizing problem behaviors
were not more likely to be poor readers in third grade
than children without these problem behaviors.

Taken collectively, the extant literature points to a
complex, bidirectional relationship between learning
and behavior problems. Data from the Miles and Stipek
(2006), Trzesniewski et al. (2006), and Morgan et al. (in
press) studies suggest that reading and behavior prob-
lems cause each other over time, possibly influenced by
other factors such as social comparisons, environment,
and attention. Trzesniewski et al. suggest that research
on learning and behavior problems may be best served
by a focus on environmentally mediated effects. In their
study, they focused specifically on home and family fac-
tors and their influence on the relationship between
learning and behavior problems. The developmental
hypotheses of Miles and Stipek suggest that the class-
room context may also play a significant role in explain-
ing the association between learning and behavior
problems. Within the classroom context, Morgan et al.
note the important role likely played by task engage-
ment in the development of reading problems over time.
Because poor task engagement is a common character-
istic of students with EBD, and also often a targeted out-
come of intervention research, the role of classroom
contexts in clarifying the relationship between the learn-
ing and behavior problems of students with EBD is crit-
ical. For example, do classroom contextual factors that
are associated with task engagement differentially affect
the efficacy of interventions that target the learning or
behavioral outcomes of students with EBD? In the fol-
lowing section, we detail how classroom contexts, and
specifically teacher instructional behavior, may influ-
ence the relationship between the learning and behavior
problems of students with EBD.

Classroom Contexts

Both students with EBD and their teachers can expe-
rience the classroom as an aversive environment (Gunter
& Coutinho, 1997; Wehby, Symons, Canale, & Go,
1998). For example, Walker, Colvin, and Ramsy (1995)
studied the classroom behavior of students identified
with behavior problems and documented less time
attending and complying to group directions; higher



226 The Journal of Special Education

rates of aggression and of out-of-seat and noise-making
behaviors; and an overall higher rate of negative interac-
tions with teachers. The impact of these high rates of
problem behaviors can lead to the establishment of neg-
ative patterns of interaction between teachers and
students (Gunter & Coutinho, 1997). One characteristic
of these patterns is a low rate of instructional engage-
ment, which can further undermine a student’s academic
progress (Sutherland & Wehby, 2001). Thus, the
teacher’s behavior (e.g., whether to provide the student
with an opportunity to respond [OTR] to a question) can
have strong associations with the student’s behavior
(e.g., whether to continue to be disruptive).

Teacher Behavior

The academic and behavioral challenges presented
by students with EBD affect the nature of their inter-
actions with their teachers. Aggressive behavior pat-
terns increase the likelihood that children will develop
negative relationships with their teachers (Ladd &
Burgess, 1999). Indeed, problematic relationships in
kindergarten between students with behavior problems
and teachers are associated with academic and behav-
ioral problems through eighth grade (Hamre & Pianta,
2001). Henricsson and Rydell (2004) report that poor
teacher—student relationships tend to be stable over
time and have a negative effect on school adjustment.
These problematic relationships with teachers may
contribute to the documented low rates of positive
teacher attention, such as academic interactions, teacher
praise, and OTRs in classrooms for students with EBD
(e.g., Van Acker, Grant, & Henry, 1996; Wehby,
Symons, & Shores, 1995). Teacher— student interactions
in classrooms for students with EBD have been
described both in terms of negative reinforcement
(e.g., Gunter & Coutinho, 1997) and as reflecting the
transactional nature of social interchanges (Sutherland
& Morgan, 2003).

Students with and at risk for developing EBD are
uniquely influenced by teacher—student interaction
patterns in general education classrooms. General
education teachers sometimes believe that their class-
rooms are inappropriate placements for students with
EBD (Schumm & Vaughn, 1992). Yet general educa-
tion teachers tend to make limited accommodations
and/or are resistant to changes in tasks, materials, and
teaching formats (Lago-Delello, 1998). In addition,
these teachers identified alternative placements to be
the most needed modification (Lago-Delello, 1998).
This is important because Good and Brophy (1972)

identified teacher perceptions of students’ academic
and behavior skills as a critical classroom variable.
Unfortunately, students who fail to meet teacher expec-
tations are at risk for social and academic failure (Lane,
Wehby, & Cooley, 20006), rejected by their teachers,
and perceived as having less ideal student characteris-
tics (Lago-Delello, 1998). It is likely that the challenges
presented by students with learning and behavior
problems, in both special education and general edu-
cation classrooms, result in their receiving differential
rates of desired teacher instructional variables over
time, based in part on the ongoing reciprocal influ-
ences of teacher and students on each other (Sutherland
& Oswald, 2005).

Instructional Variables

So, what can be done to affect the classroom con-
text of students with EBD? The answer to this ques-
tion is important if practitioners are to be more likely
to improve both the academic and behavioral deficits
of these students. That is, the identification and con-
sideration of classroom instructional variables are
needed before changes in student behavior may occur
(Gunter, Jack, Shores, Carrell, & Flowers, 1993;
Stichter, Hudson, & Sasso, 2005; Stichter, Lewis,
Johnson, & Trussell, 2004). For example, if one is
seeking to change the contingencies that maintain a
student’s inappropriate behavior, then it is important
to provide both student- and teacher-level interven-
tions. The program of research by Gunter and his col-
leagues makes a strong case for examining the nature
of the student—teacher relationship when attempting
to improve sustained use of effective practices, such
as reinforcement and adequate OTR by teachers.

Although descriptive studies have shown that class-
rooms for students with EBD, as well as general edu-
cation settings including students at risk for EBD, are
characterized by little reinforcement for prosocial
behavior and high rates of responses to disruptive
behavior (Lago-Delello, 1998; Shores, Jack, et al.,
1993; Van Acker et al., 1996; Wehby et al., 1995),
proactive behavior and classroom management has
been shown to reduce problem behavior and increase
student academic engaged time (Witt, VanDerHyeden,
& Gilbertson, 2004). For example, the use of clear
explanations and routines (Kameenui, 1995), posted
and taught rules (Emmer & Stough, 2001), and pre-
correction strategies (Colvin, Sugai, Good, & Lee,
1997) are effective in creating positive classroom envi-
ronments. In a meta-analysis of effective classroom



variables, Marzano (2003) found that teachers’ use of
rules and procedures significantly affected student
outcomes. Prior research demonstrates that the use of
clearly defined rules and expectations and reinforce-
ment of the expectations have been shown to decrease
inappropriate behaviors and increase academic
achievement (Shores, Jack, et al. 1993; Mayer, 1999).
Other features of effective classroom management
identified in the literature include (a) the type of
physical organization of the classroom to promote
learning (Shores, Jack, et al., 1993); (b) the design and
teaching of clear expectations and routines (Shores,
Gunter, & Jack, 1993); (c) the use of positive systems
that reinforce appropriate behavior (i.e., points or
tokens; Mayer, 1999; Shores, Gunter, et al., 1993);
(d) academic and curricular restructuring (e.g., task
variation, pace of instruction, opportunities for student
responses, full use of the instructional time; Alberto &
Troutman, 1999; Lewis & Sugai, 1999); and (e) fre-
quent teacher movement patterns around the class-
room (Evertson, 1989; Good & Grouws, 1979, as
cited in Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986; Lewis & Sugai,
1999; Shores, Jack, et al., 1993).

The ability of teachers to provide quality instruc-
tion (e.g., promoting frequent rates of students’ cor-
rect responses) to students with EBD is another factor
that contributes to the quality of teacher—student
interactions (Wehby et al., 1998). For example, pro-
viding frequent praise and OTRs to academic requests
(e.g., Sutherland, Alder, & Gunter, 2003; Sutherland,
Wehby, & Copeland, 2000) seems to improve the
student’s behavior in the classroom. Sutherland et al.
(2000) found increases in task engagement when a
teacher increased his rate of behavior-specific praise.
Sutherland et al. (2003) found that increased rates of
OTR resulted in increased rates of correct responses
and task engagement and in decreased rates of
disruptive behavior.

The previous section has focused on the relation-
ship between the classroom context and, specifically,
teacher instructional behavior on the academic and
behavioral outcomes of students with EBD. Gaining
a better understanding of how these contexts might
influence the relationship between learning and
behavior problems has significant implications for
interventions designed to affect students’ develop-
mental outcomes. In the following section, we will
discuss means to assess these classroom contexts in
order to more specifically identify crucial contextual
variables.

Sutherland et al. / Teacher Behavior 227

Assessing Classroom Contexts

The complex and varied nature of classrooms poses
significant challenges for applied research to effectively
develop valid measures that capture the idiosyncratic and
multidirectional relationships between these variables
and simultaneously put forth common criteria for their
application in future research and for resulting interven-
tion standards. That is, effectively targeting children’s
academic skills for remediation requires an assessment
of key contextual (i.e., for whom and under what condi-
tions) variables in order to strengthen the likelihood of
treatment efficacy. Two primary categories of assessment
have emerged. One is descriptive; the other is experi-
mental. Both are forms of ecobehavioral assessment that
by design have four primary purposes (Greenwood,
Carta, Kamps, & Arreaga-Mayer, 1990): (a) to identify
and describe the classroom environment; (b) to describe
and compare contextual variables across classrooms
(Brophy & Good, 1986); (c) to identify the key existing
variables associated with high levels of achievement and
engagement (Gunter, Coutinho, & Cade, 2002); and
(d) to utilize the assessment to monitor changes within
classrooms, by both students and teachers, as a result of
experimental manipulation of the key variables associ-
ated with high achievement (Stichter & Conroy, 2005).
As a result, the field has benefited from a significant lit-
erature base that suggests that student engagement and
active responding are strongly and positively correlated
with academic gains and a pivotal component of the pre-
vention of school failure (Brophy & Good, 1986;
Englert, 1983; Greenwood, 1991; Gunter et al., 2002;
Kamps, Kravits, Rauch, Kamps, & Chung, 2000).
Following, we provide a brief overview of previous and
current trends in the use of these ecobehavioral assess-
ments of student outcomes related to variables within
classroom settings.

Descriptive Assessments

Probably the most commonly cited examples of
ecobehavioral assessments are those that have taken a
broad, or macro, approach to assessment. These assess-
ments tend to capture the natural rates of contextual
variables within the classroom as they occur, related
to student engagement or responding under various
conditions, such as with preservice versus inservice
teachers, specific curricula, or across classrooms
(Brophy & Good, 1986; Stichter, Clarke, & Dunlap,
2004; Roberson, Woolsey, Seabrooks, & Williams,
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2004). For example, Powell (1980) initiated one of
the first broad-scale studies of this type, titled the
Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES), which
resulted in a series of studies designed to assess teacher
competencies in the area of reading as they related to
recent teacher graduates. Across 200 teachers in two
grade levels, generic and specific teacher behaviors
were identified that were correlated with higher
student achievement in reading (Powell, 1980). These
data, with data from subsequent administrations of
the BTES (Good, Grouws, & Ebmeier, 1983), data from
concurrent work by Greenwood and colleagues from
their 10-year study on students’ OTRs (Greenwood,
Delquardi, & Hall, 1984), and teacher effectiveness
data from Englert (1983) and Brophy and Good
(1986), helped establish what is now often referred
to as the effective-teacher literature (Jones & Jones,
2006). From this foundation, subsequent tools have
been created to support concentrated research on spe-
cific variables such as levels and types of direct
instruction, opportunities for student responding,
environmental contexts, and peer influences that are
considered particularly pivotal to levels of students’
active responding and engagement (Roberson et al.,
2004; Sutherland, Alder & Gunter, 2003). Examples
include the Academic Learning Time framework
(Romberg, 1980); the Direct Instruction Observation
System (Englert & Sugai, 1981); the Teacher/Student
Interaction Analysis (Sugai & Lewis, 1989); the
Classroom Activity Recording Form (Sindelar, Smith,
Harriman, Hale, & Wilson, 1986); Setting Factors
Assessment Tool (Stichter, Lewis, et al., 2004); the
Social Skills Interview (Asmus, Conroy, Ladwig,
Boyd, & Sellers, 2004), and the Snapshot Assessment
Tool (Conroy, Asmus, Ladwig, Sellers, & Boyd, 2004).
Again, the aforementioned examples of ecobehav-
ioral assessments are consistent with a class of assess-
ments that by design tend to be more macro in nature
or rely on descriptive methods to render findings
regarding students’ outcomes within the context of
classroom instruction. However, as more information
has become available about the potential impact of
specific contextual variables on student outcomes, it
is very clear that to effectively inform practice, the
need remains to further clarify the role that both the
context and the learner have on one another.

Identifying Functional Relationships

A central tenet of applied behavior analysis is that
behavior is functionally related to the environment

(Baer, Wolf, & Risley, 1968). As variables in that
environment are altered, the likelihood of behavior
occurring or not occurring is increased or decreased.
Likewise, if students engage in problem behavior, the
likelihood that others interacting in that environment
(e.g., peers, teachers, school staff) will respond in pre-
dictable ways increases. The implication for educa-
tors is to understand that they cannot make children
learn, nor can they make children behave. Instead,
educators can embed effective instruction and support
strategies within classroom environments to increase
the likelihood that students will learn and engage in
prosocial behavior (e.g., Kamps et al., 2000; Lane,
2004; Sutherland et al., 2003).

Experimental methods best designed to assess func-
tional relationships between the specific classroom char-
acteristics and student outcomes are functional and
structural analyses (Repp, 1994; Stichter, 2001; Stichter
& Conroy, 2005). Functional and structural analyses are
forms of ecobehavioral assessments that concentrate
specifically on the impact of one or more targeted
instructional or setting variable on the rates of student
active responding and achievement (Kantor, 1959; B. F.
Skinner, 1953). Whereas structural analyses focus
specifically on the variables that evoke the student
response of interest, functional analyses place specific
empbhasis on those variables that maintain the rate and
type of student behavior (Stichter & Conroy, 2005).
Both procedures may assess the same variables and their
relationship to student outcomes, such as task difficulty,
noise level, or amount of teacher praise. However, struc-
tural analyses typically are designed to assess the impact
of the presence or absence of the variable on student out-
comes while maintaining the stable consequences (e.g.,
presenting student with challenging tasks or classroom
noise level; Stichter et al., 2005), whereas functional
analyses have been most often employed to assess the
role of various types and levels of consequences that
seem to maintain specific student outcomes (e.g., rates
of positive teacher feedback).

Although a body of research establishes the effec-
tiveness of structural and functional analytic forms of
ecobehavioral assessments for students with EBD, par-
ticular challenges remain to help establish the efficacy of
these assessments. These challenges include establish-
ing (a) the technical adequacy of these procedures in
terms of reliability and validity within applied settings
(Conroy & Stichter, 2003; Gresham, 2003; Stichter &
Conroy, 2003), (b) the ability or willingness of school
personnel to conduct and use tightly controlled processes
of analysis (Gresham, Watson, & Skinner, 2001;



Nelson, Roberts, Mathur, & Rutherford, 1999), and
(c) the contextual fit of these assessments for students
identified as at risk for or with EBD who exhibit low-
frequency or covert responses to variables in school
settings that affect outcomes. This is not to say that
these assessments should not be used in applied set-
tings. The assessments have been used to clarify the
relationship between classroom context and a wide
range of student outcomes such as (a) performance
in reading (Carnine, 1976; C. H. Skinner, Smith, &
McLean, 1994), (b) performance in math (C. H.
Skinner, Ford, & Yunker, 1991; C. H. Skinner,
Belfiore, Mace, Williams-Wilson, & Johns, 1997),
(c) task engagement (Carnine, 1976; Sutherland et al.,
2003), and (d) prosocial behaviors (Stichter et al.,
2005). Despite ongoing research emphasizing more
user-friendly, validated descriptive assessments
(Stichter, Lewis, et al., 2004), significant work remains
in this area to identify student, teacher, and contextual
variables affecting outcomes for students with EBD.

Directions for Academic and Behavioral
Outcome Research in EBD

Earlier in this article we described teacher instruc-
tional behavior and classroom contextual factors asso-
ciated with learning and behavior problems, procedures
to assess classroom contexts, and how identified vari-
ables might be associated with learning and behavioral
outcomes. The question becomes, where does the EBD
research community go from here? Our suggestions for
the direction of EBD research in academic and behav-
ioral outcomes draw on those provided by Odom et al.
(2005). These suggestions are framed by our perspec-
tive that learning and behavior problems are reciprocal
in nature, influencing each other over time, providing
researchers in EBD with unique responsibilities as they
advance science in this area.

Odom et al. (2005) note that educational research
should be viewed as a continuum, with a particular
focus not on methodology but on using science to
advance the educational outcomes of all children. We
would agree with this assertion. To date, both descrip-
tive and experimental work in EBD have provided
data on factors associated with learning and behavior,
and this work should be continued. Specifically,
single-subject studies in EBD can continue to help
identify promising classroom-based interventions.
Researchers in EBD can also capitalize on the focus
from the U. S. Department of Education on evaluating
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treatment effectiveness using randomized clinical
trials (RCT) to then use promising practices identified
from single-subject research as a springboard for
large-sample trials.

As researchers in EBD begin to evaluate interven-
tions in RCT, it will be critical to assess contextual fac-
tors within classrooms that might influence treatment
effectiveness. Characteristics unique to students with
EBD (e.g., disruptive behavior, learning problems,
attention problems, etc.), teachers (e.g., burnout, inex-
perience, lack of training), and the dynamic interplay
between factors (e.g., teacher—student interaction,
association between learning and behavior problems)
should be measured and analyzed to determine for
whom and under what conditions interventions work
and the means through which a treatment affects an
outcome.

Measuring contextual variables within RCT that
may be associated with treatment outcomes may also
provide information on the mechanisms related to
treatment effectiveness. Kraemer and colleagues point
out that the identification of moderator variables can
help practitioners determine for whom the treatment is
most effective (Kraemer, Wilson, Fairburn, & Agras,
2002). In their influential article on moderator—-mediator
variable distinction, Baron and Kenny (1986) describe
moderators as variables that have an effect on the
relationship between the independent and dependent
variables (see Baron & Kenny, 1986, and Cole &
Maxwell, 2003, for a detailed discussion of modera-
tors and mediators, including measurement criteria).
Baron and Kenny note that “moderation implies that
the causal relation between two variables changes as a
function of the moderator variable” (p. 1174). To illus-
trate, Yoon (2002) found that grade level moderates
the effects of sustained silent reading on students’ atti-
tudes toward reading. Specifically, more positive
effects on reading attitudes following sustained silent-
reading interventions were noted for younger students
than for older students.

By contrast, a variable mediates the relationship
between the independent and dependent variables
when it accounts for the relation between the two;
mediators help explain how or why the dependent vari-
able is affected by the independent variable (Baron &
Kenny, 1986). Analytically, a variable serves as a
mediator (a) when the independent variable has an
effect on the mediator; (b) when the mediator has an
effect on the dependent variable, controlling for the
independent variable; and (c) when (a) and (b) are con-
trolled, the relationship between the dependent and
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independent variables is no longer significant (Baron
& Kenny, 1986; Cole & Maxwell, 2003). For example,
DuBois and Silverthorn (2004) found that deviant peer
associations mediated the association between self-
esteem and problem behavior. That is, self-esteem was
associated with deviant peer associations, and deviant
peer associations were associated with problem behav-
ior. However, without the effect of deviant peer asso-
ciations, self-esteem no longer predicted problem
behavior, suggesting that peer associations are the
mechanism through which self-esteem is related to
problem behavior.

This is not to suggest that researchers must (or, for
that matter, can) measure all possible variables; they
should, however use sound theory for identifying vari-
ables that might moderate or mediate a treatment’s
effectiveness. Through systematic and rigorous evalu-
ation of classroom-based interventions, as well as vari-
ables associated with their effectiveness, researchers
may be able to shed significant light on the relationship
between the learning and behavioral problems of
students with EBD.

Summary

Researchers continue to identify classroom-based
interventions that have positive effects on the learning
and behavioral outcomes of students with EBD. The
literature suggests that these student outcomes are
related and most likely influence each other over time.
Moreover, due to the heterogeneity of students with
EBD, their teachers, and the settings in which students
with EBD are educated, multiple factors can and do
influence the efficacy of classroom-based interven-
tions. Thus, researchers must not only strive to create
interventions that target both academic and behavioral
outcomes but also continually measure intervention
effects on both academic and behavioral domains.
Measuring classroom outcomes of students with EBD
over time has not been a particular strength of research
to date. In addition, although classroom-based inter-
ventions have been identified that result in some posi-
tive outcomes for students with EBD, encouraging
their use by teachers over time has proven difficult.
Heward (1994) pointed out the importance of investi-
gating what must be done to facilitate teachers’ adop-
tion and continued implementation of effective
methods, and an ongoing prompt or evaluation system
may be needed to maintain a minimum rate of effec-
tive teaching practices. Sutherland and Morgan (2003)
highlight the dynamic relationship between teacher

and student behavior, which may also affect the imple-
mentation of effective practices in the classroom.
Regardless, there appears to be an association over
time between both teacher and student behavior that
results in changes in the behavior of both. Combine
these social transactions with the developmental asso-
ciation between learning and behavior problems, and
a complex web of associated factors emerges.
Interventions targeting multiple levels (e.g., teacher,
student, peer) of classroom contexts appear necessary
to result in any significant change in developmental
outcomes.

An example of targeting only one level of the class-
room context has been the tendency of researchers in
EBD to focus on interventions to reduce problem
behavior. Implicit in this approach is that by reducing
problem behavior, students’ academic and social out-
comes might improve. Although this assumption may
have some merit, for many students with EBD simply
reducing disruptive behavior might not result in a
change in the one behavior that appears to be associ-
ated with learning and behavior problems: task
engagement. Moreover, by ignoring the associated
academic problems often concurrent with problem
behaviors, treatment efficacy has been further limited.
The current state of research on teacher and context
presented in this article points to the need for practi-
tioners to target those behaviors most related to meet-
ing the classroom’s learning demands (e.g., paying
attention, staying organized, being flexible) in addition
to specific academic skills if they are to best help
children achieve academically. Thus, in terms of clari-
fying outcomes for students with EBD, reducing dis-
ruptive behavior may be less important to academic
outcomes for students than are increasing task engage-
ment and active responding. Although reducing dis-
ruptive behavior might have positive effects on the
classroom environment and associated variables,
increasing task engagement might increase the efficacy
of instructional procedures in the classroom, resulting
in increases in achievement and concomitant positive
developmental outcomes, including providing inciden-
tal opportunities for prosocial instruction in the context
of instructional demands.

In summary, research in EBD has provided a
wealth of information about variables that are associ-
ated with desirable outcomes for students with EBD.
EBD researchers bring strengths born of decades of
research measuring human behavior. For example,
direct observation measurement tools in EBD research,
and developmental disability research in general, are
highly advanced in their ability to operationalize and



measure target behaviors and to describe behavioral
contexts. Ecobehavioral assessments (descriptive
analysis and structural and functional analysis) pro-
vide researchers a process for evaluating and assess-
ing the complex and multivariable factors that influence
student success and fidelity of implementation.
Research focusing on students with EBD must include
both academic and social variables as well as the
interaction between these factors. These fine-tuned
observational techniques have the potential to add sig-
nificantly to our knowledge of treatment efficacy;
specifically, researchers in EBD should be well pre-
pared to document and explain moderator and media-
tor effects in future intervention studies. Clarifying
classroom-based outcomes for students with EBD, in
addition to variables associated with treatment
change, will allow us to better design interventions
that are more efficacious and sustainable.

References

Alberto, P. A., & Troutman, A. C. (1999). Applied behavior analy-
sis for teachers (5th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Anderson, J. A., Kutash, K., & Duchnowski, A. J. (2001). A com-
parison of the academic progress of students with EBD and
students with LD. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 9, 106-115.

Asmus, J. M., Conroy, M. A., Ladwig, C. N., Boyd, B., & Sellers,
J. (2004). Social skills interview. Unpublished document.
Baer, D. M., Wolf, M. M., & Risley, T. R. (1968). Some current
dimensions of applied behavior analysis. Journal of Applied

Behavior Analysis, 1, 91-97.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator—mediator
variable distinction in social psychological research:
Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173-1182.

Brophy, J. E., & Good, T. L. (1986). Teacher behavior and student
achievement. In M. L. Wittock (Ed.), Handbook of research
on teaching (3rd ed., pp. 328-375). New York: Macmillan.

Carnine, D. W. (1976). Effects of two teacher-presentation rates
on off-task behavior, answering correctly, and participation.
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 9, 199-206.

Chapman, J. W., Tunmer, W. E., & Prochnow, J. E. (2000). Early
reading-related skills and performance, reading self-concept,
and the development of academic self-concept: A longitudinal
study. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92, 703—708.

Chen, X., Rubin, K. H., & Li, D. (1997). Relation between aca-
demic achievement and social adjustment: Evidence from
Chinese children. Developmental Psychology, 33, 518-525.

Cole, D. A., & Maxwell, S. E. (2003). Testing mediational mod-
els with longitudinal data: Questions and tips in the use of
structural equation modeling. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 112, 558-577.

Colvin, G., Sugai, G., Good, R. H., & Lee, Y. (1997). Using active
supervision and precorrection to improve transition behav-
iors in an elementary school. School Psychology Quarterly,
12, 344-363.

Sutherland et al. / Teacher Behavior 231

Conroy, M. A., Asmus, J. M., Ladwig, C. N., Sellers, J., & Boyd, B.
(2004). The snapshot assessment tool. Unpublished document.

Conroy, M. A., & Stichter, J. P. (2003). The application of
antecedents in the functional assessment process: Existing
research, issues, and recommendations. Journal of Special
Education, 37(1), 15-25.

DuBois, D. L., & Silverthorn, N. (2004). Do deviant peer associ-
ations mediate the contributions of self-esteem to problem
behavior during early adolescence: A 2-year longitudinal
study. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology,
33, 382-386.

Emmer, E. T., & Stough, L. M. (2001). Classroom management:
A critical part of educational psychology, with implications
for teacher education. Educational Psychologist, 36, 103—112.

Englert, C. S. (1983). Measuring special education teacher effec-
tiveness. Exceptional Children, 50(3), 247-254.

Englert, C. S., & Sugai, G. (1981). Direct Instruction Observation
System (DIOS). Lexington: University of Kentucky.

Evertson, C. (1989). Improving elementary classroom manage-
ment: A school-based training program for beginning the
school year. Journal of Educational Research, 8, 82-90.

Farmer, T. W., Quinn, M. M., Hussey, W., & Holohan, T. (2001).
The development of disruptive behavior disorders and corre-
lated constraints: Implications for intervention. Behavioral
Disorders, 26, 117-130.

Good, T., Grouws, D., & Ebmeier, H. (1983). Active mathematics
teaching. New York: Longman.

Good, T. L., & Brophy, J. E. (1972). Behavioral expression of teacher
attitudes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 63, 617-624.

Greenbaum, P. E., Dedrick, R. F., Friedman, R. M., Kutash, K.,
Brown, E. C., Lardierh, S. P, et al. (1996). National adoles-
cent and child treatment study (NACTS): Outcomes for
children with serious emotional and behavioral disturbance.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 4, 130-146.

Greenwood, C. R. (1991). Longitudinal analysis of time, engage-
ment, and achievement in at-risk versus non-risk students.
Exceptional Children, 57, 521-535.

Greenwood, C. R., Carta, J. J., Kamps, D., & Arreaga-Mayer, C.
(1990). Ecobehavioral analysis of classroom instruction. In
S. R. Schroeder (Ed.), Ecobehavioral analysis and develop-
mental disabilities: The twenty-first century (pp. 33—63). New
York: Springer-Verlag.

Greenwood, C. R., Delquardi, J. C., & Hall, R. V. (1984).
Opportunity to respond and student academic performance. In
W. L. Heward, T. E. Heron, D. S. Hill, & J. Trap-Porter (Eds.),
Focus on behavior analysis in education (pp. 58-88).
Columbus, OH: Charles E. Merrill.

Gresham, F. (2003). Establishing the technical adequacy of func-
tional behavioral assessment: Conceptual and measurement
challenges. Behavioral Disorders, 28, 282-298.

Gresham, F. M., Watson, T. S., & Skinner, C. H. (2001).
Functional behavioral assessment: Principles, procedures, and
future directions. School Psychology Review, 30, 156—172.

Gunter, P. L., & Coutinho, M. J. (1997). Negative reinforcement
in classrooms: What we’re beginning to learn. Teacher
Education and Special Education, 20, 249-264.

Gunter, P. L., Coutinho, M. J., & Cade, T. (2002). Classroom factors
linked with academic gains among students with emotional and
behavioral problems. Preventing School Failure, 46, 126—132.

Gunter, P. L., Jack, S. L., Shores, R. E., Carrell, D. E., & Flowers,
J. (1993). Lag sequential analysis as a tool for functional



232 The Journal of Special Education

analysis of student disruptive behavior in classrooms. Journal
of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 1, 138-148.

Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2001). Early teacher-child rela-
tionships and the trajectory of children’s school outcomes
through eighth grade. Child Development, 72, 625-638.

Henricsson, L., & Rydell, A. (2004). Elementary school children
with behavior problems: Teacher-child relations and self-
perception. A prospective study. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly,
50(2), 111-138.

Heward, W. L. (1994). Three “low tech” strategies for increasing
the frequency of active student response during group instruc-
tion. In R. Gardner III, D. M. Sainato, J. O. Cooper, T. E.
Heron, W. L. Heward, J. Eshleman, et al. (Eds.), Behavior
analysis in education: Focus on measurably superior instruc-
tion (pp. 283-320). Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Hinshaw, S. P. (1992). Academic underachievement, attention
deficits, and aggression: Comorbidity and implications for
intervention. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
60, 893-903.

Jones, V. F.,, & Jones, L. S. (2006). Comprehensive classroom
management: Creating communities of support and solving
problems (8th ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Jorm, A. F,, Share, D. L., Matthews, R., & Maclean, R. (1986).
Behaviour problems in specific reading retarded and general
reading backward children: A longitudinal study. Journal
of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines,
27, 33-43.

Kameenui, E. J. (1995). Response to Deegan: Keep the curtain
inside the tub. Reading Teacher, 48, 700-703.

Kamps, D. M., Kravits, T., Rauch, J., Kamps, J. L., & Chung, N.
(2000). A prevention program for students with or at risk for
ED: Moderating effects of variation in treatment and class-
room structure. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 8(3), 141-154.

Kantor, J. R. (1959). Interbehavioral psychology. Granville, OH:
Principia.

Kauffman, J. M. (2005). Characteristics of children’s behavior
disorders (7th ed.). Columbus, OH: Merrill.

Kraemer, H. C., Wilson, G. T., Fairburn, C. G., & Agras, W. S.
(2002). Mediators and moderators of treatment effects in
randomized clinical trials. Archives of General Psychiatry,
59, 877-883.

Ladd, G. W., & Burgess, K. B. (1999). Charting the relationship
trajectories of aggressive, withdrawn, and aggressive/with-
drawn children during early grade school. Child Development,
70, 919-929.

Lago-Delello, E. (1998). Classroom dynamics and the develop-
ment of serious emotional disturbance. Exceptional Children,
64, 479-492.

Lane, K. L. (2004). Academic instruction and tutoring interven-
tions for students with emotional and behavioral disorders:
1990 to the present. In R. B. Rutherford, M. M. Quinn, & S.
Mathur (Eds.), Handbook of research in behavioral disorders
(pp. 462-486). New York: Guilford.

Lane, K. L., Wehby, J. H., & Cooley, C. (2006). Teacher expecta-
tions of students’ classroom behavior across the grade span:
Which social skills are necessary for success? Exceptional
Children, 72, 153-167.

Lewis, T., & Sugai, G. (1999). Effective behavior support: A sys-
tems approach to proactive schoolwide management. Focus
on Exceptional Children, 31, 1-24.

Marzano, R. J. (2003). What works in schools: Translating
research into action. Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.

Masten, A., Coatsworth, J., Neemann, J., Gest, S., Tellegen, A., &
Garmezy, N. (1995). The structure and coherence of compe-
tence from childhood through adolescence. Child Development,
66, 1635-1659.

Mayer, G. R. (1999). Constructive discipline for school person-
nel. Education and Treatment of Children, 22, 36-54.

McGee, R., Williams, S., Share, D., Anderson, J., & Silva, P. (1986).
The relationship between specific reading retardation, general
reading backwardness and behavioural problems in a large sample
of Dunedin boys: A longitudinal study from five to eleven years.
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 27, 597-610.

Miles, S. B., & Stipek, D. (2006). Contemporaneous and longitu-
dinal associations between social behavior and literacy
achievement in a sample of low-income elementary school
children. Child Development, 77, 103—-117.

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Tufis, P. A., & Sperling, R. A. (in press).
Do reading and behavior problems cause each other? Journal
of Learning Disabilities.

Nelson, J. R., Benner, G. J., Lane, K., & Smith, B. (2004).
Academic achievement of K—12 students with emotional and
behavioral disorders. Exceptional Children, 71, 59-73.

Nelson, J. R., Roberts, M. L., Mathur, S. R., & Rutherford, R. B.
(1999). Has public policy exceeded our knowledge base? A
review of the functional behavioral assessment literature.
Behavioral Disorders, 24, 169—179.

Odom, S. L., Brantlinger, E., Gersten, R., Horner, R. H,,
Thompson, B., & Harris, K. R. (2005). Research in special
education: Scientific methods and evidence-based practices.
Exceptional Children, 71, 137-148.

Powell, M. (1980). The Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study: A
brief history of a major research project. In C. Denham & A.
Lieberman (Eds.), Time to learn: A review of the Beginning
Teacher Evaluation Study, conducted with funds provided by the
National Institute of Education (pp. 1-5). Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Education and National Institute of Education.

Reid, R., Gonzalez, J. E., Nordness, P. D., Trout, A., & Epstein,
M. H. (2004). A meta-analysis of the academic status of
students with emotional/behavioral disturbance. The Journal
of Special Education, 38, 130-143.

Repp, A. C. (1994). Comments on functional analysis procedures
for school-based behavior problems. Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 27, 409—411.

Roberson, L., Woolsey, M. L., Seabrooks, J., & Williams, G. (2004).
An ecobehavioral assessment of the teaching behaviors of teacher
candidates during their special education internship experiences.
Teacher Education and Special Education, 27, 264-275.

Romberg, T. (1980). Salient features of the BTES framework of
teacher behaviors. In C. Denham & A. Lieberman (Eds.), Time
to learn: A review of the Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study,
conducted with funds provided by the National Institute of
Education (pp. 73-93). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education and National Institute of Education.

Rosenshine, B., & Stevens, R. (1986). Teaching functions. In M.
C. Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook of research in teaching (3rd ed.,
pp- 376-391). New York: Macmillan.

Schumm, J. S., & Vaughn, S. (1992). Planning for mainstreamed
special education students: Perceptions of general classroom
teachers. Exceptionality: A Research Journal, 3, 81-98.



Shores, R. E., Gunter, P. L., & Jack, S. L. (1993). Classroom
management strategies: Are they setting events for coercion?
Behavioral Disorders, 18, 92—-102.

Shores, R. E., Jack, S. L., Gunter, P. L., Ellis, D. N., DeBriere,
T.J., & Wehby, J. H. (1993). Classroom interactions of children
with behavior disorders. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 1, 27-39.

Sindelar, P. T., Smith, M. A., Harriman, N. E., Hale, R. L., &
Wilson, R. J. (1986). Teacher effectiveness in special education
programs. The Journal of Special Education, 20, 195-207.

Skinner, B. F. (1953). Science and human behavior. New York:
Macmillan.

Skinner, C. H., Belfiore, P. J., Mace, H. W., Williams-Wilson, S.,
& Johns, G. A. (1997). Altering response topography to
increase response efficiency and learning rates. School
Psychology Quarterly, 12, 54-64.

Skinner, C. H., Ford, J. M., & Yunker, B. D. (1991). A compari-
son of instructional response requirements on the multiplica-
tion performance of behaviorally disordered students.
Behavioral Disorders, 17, 56-65.

Skinner, C. H., Smith, E. S., & McLean, J. E. (1994). The effects of
intertrial interval duration on sight-word learning rates in children
with behavioral disorders. Behavioral Disorders, 19, 98-107.

Stichter, J. P. (2001). Functional analysis: The use of analogues in
applied settings. Focus on Autism and Other Developmental
Disabilities, 16, 232-239.

Stichter, J. P., Clarke, S., & Dunlap, G. (2004). An analysis of
trends regarding proactive and ecologically valid interventions
in applied research. Education and Treatment of Children,
27, 86—-104.

Stichter, J. P., & Conroy, M. (2005). Structural analysis in natural
settings: A responsive functional assessment strategy. Journal
of Behavioral Education, 14, 19-34.

Stichter, J. P., Hudson, S., & Sasso, G. M. (2005). The use of
structural analysis to identify setting events in applied settings
for students with emotional/behavioral disorders. Behavioral
Disorders, 30, 401-418.

Stichter, J. P., Lewis, T. J., Johnson, N., & Trussell, R. (2004).
Toward a structural assessment: Analyzing the merits of an
assessment tool for a student with E/BD. Assessment for
Effective Intervention, 30(1), 25-40.

Sugai, G., & Lewis, T. (1989). Teacher/Student Interaction Analysis.
Teacher Education and Special Education, 12, 131-138.

Sutherland, K. S., Alder, N., & Gunter, P. L. (2003). The effect of
increased rates of opportunities to respond on the classroom
behavior of students with emotional/behavioral disorders.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 11, 239-248.

Sutherland, K. S., & Morgan, P. (2003). Implications of transac-
tional processes in classrooms for students with EBD.
Preventing School Failure, 48, 32-37.

Sutherland, K. S., & Oswald, D. (2005). The relationship between
teacher and student behavior in classrooms for students with
emotional and behavioral disorders: Transactional processes.
Journal of Child and Family Studies, 14, 1-14.

Sutherland, K. S., & Wehby, J. H. (2001). Exploring the relation
between increased opportunities to respond to academic
requests and the academic and behavioral outcomes of
students with emotional and behavioral disorders: A review.
Remedial and Special Education, 22, 113-121.

Sutherland, K. S., Wehby, J. H., & Copeland, S. R. (2000). Effect
of varying rates of behavior specific praise on the on-task

Sutherland et al. / Teacher Behavior 233

behavior of students with emotional and behavioral disorders.
Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 8, 2-8, 26.

Trzesniewski, K. H., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Taylor, A., &
Maughan, B. (2006). Revisiting the association between read-
ing achievement and antisocial behavior: New evidence of an
environmental explanation from a twin study. Child
Development, 77, 72—88.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (1999). Mental
health: A report of the Surgeon General. Rockville, MD: U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administration, Center for
Mental Health Services, National Institute of Health, National
Institute of Mental Health.

Van Acker, R., Grant, S. H., & Henry, D. (1996). Teacher and
student behavior as a function of risk for aggression.
Education and Treatment of Children, 19, 316-334.

Walker, H., Colvin, G., & Ramsy, E. (1995). Antisocial behavior in
school: Strategies and best practices. New York: Brooks/Cole.

Wehby, J. H., Symons, F. J., Canale, J. A., & Go, F. J. (1998).
Teaching practices in classrooms for students with emotional
and behavioral disorders: Discrepancies between recommen-
dations and observations. Behavioral Disorders, 24, 51-56.

Wehby, J. H., Symons, F. J., & Shores, R. E. (1995). A descrip-
tive analysis of aggressive behavior in classrooms for children
with emotional and behavioral disorders. Behavioral
Disorders, 20, 87-105.

Witt, J. C., VanDerHyeden, A. M., & Gilbertson, D. (2004).
Troubleshooting behavioral interventions: A systematic
process for finding and eliminating problems. School
Psychology Review, 33, 363-383.

Yoon, J. C. (2002). Three decades of sustained silent reading: A
meta-analytic review of the effects of SSR on attitude toward
reading. Reading Improvement, 39, 186-195.

Kevin S. Sutherland is an associate professor of special educa-
tion and disability policy at Virginia Commonwealth University.
His primary areas of interest include teacher—student interactions
in classrooms for students with emotional and behavioral disor-
ders, the relationship between learning and behavior problems,
and intervention research.

Teri Lewis-Palmer received her PhD at the University of Oregon
in 1998. Her research focuses on the application of applied
behavior analysis at the schoolwide, classroom, and individual
student level and the use of functional behavior assessment pro-
cedures in school settings.

Janine Stichter is an associate professor in the Department of
Special Education and is also an associate director for the
Thompson Center for Autism and Neurodevelopmental Disorders
at the University of Missouri-Columbia. She conducts research
in areas of functional analysis, social competence, and the corre-
lation of specific environmental variables with increases in proso-
cial and academic behaviors.

Paul L. Morgan is an assistant professor in the Department of
Educational and School Psychology and Special Education at
Pennsylvania State University. His research interests include
understanding and affecting factors influencing children’s growth
as readers, especially those factors that lead some children to be
at increased risk for academic failure.



Copyright of Journal of Special Education is the property of PRO-ED and its content may not be
copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's express
written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.



